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4ABSTRACT
Agricultural sector is predominant in the economy of Jammu and
Kashmir and provides livelihood to the majority of the population. The
overall economic growth of the state depends largely on the progress of
agricultural sector, since only a very nominal progress has been achieved
in the secondary as well as in the tertiary sectors. It is well recognized
that the livelihood of those dependent on agricultural sector is
unsustainable which necessitates the creation of supplementary sources
to raise it to a sustainable level. Household livelihood diversification is
a strategy to minimize risk and uncertainty. In the case of fragile region
like Jammu and Kashmir, this strategy is especially important. This
paper attempts to understand broadly the dynamics of rural livelihood
diversification in the state of Jammu and Kashmir. The paper makes use
of secondary sources of information to realize the objectives of the
study. The findings are that agriculture remains as a dominant livelihood
strategy among workers in the state despite the shift to manufacturing
and tertiary activities over the period, that is, 1983 to 2004-05. So, it
becomes necessary to organize state agriculture in such a manner that
the limited land resource is made to yield maximum returns through the
application of modern technology. This would increase the well-being
of those dependent on agricultural sector for their livelihood. This paper
also throws up some issues, which one can delineate further at micro-
level.
Key Words: Livelihood Diversification, Coping Strategies, Capital
Assets, Occupational Structure, Jammu and Kashmir.
Jel Classification: Q, Q 00
5I. Introduction
Jammu and Kashmir state is situated on the northern extremity of
the country covering a total geographical area of 2,416 thousand
hectares. It lies between 32º-17´ and 36º-58´ North and 73º-26´ and
80º-30´ East. It is divided into three divisions, viz., Jammu, Kashmir and
Ladakh comprising a total of 22 districts1. Major portion of the state is
hilly, and the height from sea level varies from 1000 feet to 28,500 feet.
The temperature also varies across the year.  This, coupled with the
highly undulating topography, has conditioned the agricultural and
other livelihood practices of the people. Nevertheless, the findings of
my earlier work2 indicated that agriculture had been able to respond
positively with impressive growth rate to meet the requirements of the
people. The tourism sector had been a major driver of growth of the
Jammu and Kashmir economy till the late 1980s. The dependence on
agriculture became absolute due to the subsequent decline witnessed in
it.  The available evidence indicates that the state of Jammu and Kashmir
is also lagging behind in terms of infrastructure. For instance, it has low
road density in relation to its geographical area (10.54 kms per 100 sq
kms) when compared to other states; and it is much below even the all-
1 It is to be noted that, very recently eight new districts were created, four
each in Jammu and in Kashmir divisions.
2 Sharma, R. (2007), ‘Agricultural Development and Crop Diversification in
Jammu and Kashmir: A District Level Study, Pattern, Processes and
Determinants’, Review of Development and Change, 12(2): 217-251.
6India average (74.73 kms per 100 sq kms) for the year 2002 (Sirohi,
2008).3 In addition, the insurgency in the state has also introduced a
high degree of risk and uncertainty to the economic activities. Industrial
growth has been affected; and in the absence of alternatives, people
have turned to agriculture for survival.
In general, the agricultural activities are subject to variety of risks
arising from rainfall aberrations, temperature fluctuations, hailstorms,
cyclones and climate change. These risks are exacerbated by price
fluctuation, weak rural infrastructure, imperfect markets and lack of
effective financial services. These factors not only endanger the
household’s livelihood and income but also undermine the viability of
the agricultural sector. A number of studies have confirmed the inability
of agriculture to fully support livelihood security [For instance, see
among others, Unni, 1996; Shylendra, 2002; Samal, 2006; Shukla and
Shukla, 2007]. Therefore, supplementary sources of livelihood and
household diversification strategies have assumed importance in this
situation. In the case of a fragile region4 like Jammu and Kashmir, where
more than 80 per cent of the population is dependent on agriculture for
their livelihood (Census, 2001), this has gained added importance.
3 Moreover, taking education as an indicator for social infrastructure, one
finds that in 1998-99 it was below (there were 10515 primary schools,
3507 middle schools and 1466 high and higher secondary schools) the
corresponding numbers in the rest of India. In terms of literacy, Jammu and
Kashmir ranks third from bottom at 54.46 per cent. The only states with a
lower literacy rate than Jammu and Kashmir were Bihar (47.53 per cent)
and Jharkhand (54.15 per cent). Crude birth rate per 1000 and death rate
per 1000 population during 1999-2000 was 13.27 per cent and 3.03 per
cent respectively, which made it the second highest from the bottom among
Indian states (See Govt. of Jammu and Kashmir, Digest of Statistics, 2000-
01).
4 A number of studies made in Indian Himalayas and abroad have shown that
agriculture in the mountains face serious problems of dwindling crop yields
and resource degradation, which may get aggravated if remedial measures
are not undertaken immediately [Jodha, 1992; Dev, 1994]. In economic
terms, this is manifested in terms of endemic poverty and impoverishment.
7Literature from corner to corner of the country indicated that the
rural income portfolios generally converge on the one startling figure
that, on an average, roughly 50 per cent of rural household incomes in
low income countries are generated from non-farm activities and from
transfers from urban areas or abroad. Remittances and pension payments
are the chief categories of such transfers. This has been validated by
recent study from Africa and Asia (Reardon, 1997). A study indicates
that in their attempt to increase family incomes, rural households follow
two strategies: first, they diversify by increasing the number of income
sources and second, they accept salaried employment in different sectors
of the rural economy (Lerman et al., 2008). Another study (Berhanu et
al., 2007) examined the growing adoption of non-pastoral livelihood
strategies among the Borana pastoralists in southern Ethiopia. The study
highlighted the importance of human capital investment and related
support services for improving pastoralist capacity to manage risk
through welfare-enhancing diversified income portfolio adoption. In
this regard, Chimhowu and Hulme (2006) compared the livelihood
dynamics of planned and spontaneously resettled households in
Hurungwe district, Zimbabwe, during 1980-2000. They argued that
vulnerable households developed strategies for coping with low
agricultural incomes by becoming involved in a variety of activities on
and off the family farm while non-poor households diversified within
agriculture into high-value crops and livestock activities.
It is also observed that rural people are looking forward to diverse
opportunities to increase and stabilize their income as determined by
their portfolio of assets - social, human, financial, natural and physical
capital (Ellis, 1998; Sudan, 2007). The availability of key-assets (such
as savings, land, labour, education and/or access to market or employment
opportunities, access to Common Property Resources [CPRs] and other
public goods) is an evident requisite for making rural households and
individuals capable of diversification (Dercon and Krishnan, 1996;
Sudan, 2007).  Additionally, the decreased availability of arable land,
8increased producer/consumer ratio in agriculture, credit delinquency
and environmental deterioration can indeed be important drivers towards
diversification. However, the ownership of assets, such as land and
livestock, helps reduce vulnerability of households and allows them to
exploit income-generating opportunities. Indeed, a diverse body of
literature provides evidence that poor people in developing countries
use social networks and connections as insurance to manage risk
(Fafchamps and Lund 2003; Fafchamps and Gubert 2006).
The results emanating from Indian micro-level studies [see Papola,
2005; Nair and Menon, 2007; Nair and Ramakumar, 2007; Sujithkumar,
2007] are discussed here. Firstly, most of the households attempt to cope
with distress situation by reducing household expenditure, diversifying
their household incomes, their cropping pattern and searching for jobs
in other places. Further, the strategies vary across households depending
on the extent of their asset ownership. Secondly, the villages in which
household income were more diversified and social networks were much
stronger, the distress conditions did not result in suicides. Thirdly, in
fragile environments, the diversification from subsistence-oriented food
production into high value products in the farm and non-farm sectors
improves the livelihood of the farmers. It is also worth mentioning that
by diversification of their livelihood, people become more productive
on account of more application of inputs which may be due to increase
in their purchasing power.
Establishment of WTO provides opportunities for trade with other
countries and need for careful monitoring of imports. Globalization
impacts rural areas in all the sectors viz., agriculture, industry and services.
Of course, for rural areas, the impact on agriculture is much more important
as livelihoods of the majority depend on this sector. The argument that
globalization affects the poor adversely is based on the notion that the
poor are not equipped to take advantage of whatever opportunities may
be created by growing trade and capital flows as a consequence of it.
9One of the main criticisms of globalization and economic reforms has
been that they have not achieved inclusive growth despite the impressive
development of Indian economy. The number of people below poverty
line in the Jammu and Kashmir was only 3.48 per cent in 1999-00
(Planning Commission estimate)5; this does not reflect the dismal
progress in terms of social indicators due to which Jammu and Kashmir
state is considered as one of the most backward amongst Indian states6.
As rural households derive their livelihoods from different sources,
globalization is expected to affect them in a variety of ways in which it
affects those different sources. Very little literature that captures the
dynamics of livelihood diversification is available and I have not come
across any study for the state of Jammu and Kashmir about this topic.
Given the impressive performance of agriculture in Jammu and
Kashmir during the last one and half decades, it is pertinent to address
the following questions. How far has the dependency on agriculture for
livelihood been undergoing change? What has happened to the access
of agriculturists to important livelihood assets such as land, livestock,
financial assets, human assets, etc.? It is in this context that the main
focus of the paper is on understanding the rather dynamic rural livelihood
strategies which are not static over time. This might be attributed to
various factors; such as economic, social, political, and natural factors.
The specific objectives are as follows: first, to understand the processes
5 The latest poverty figure worked out by planning commission for the state
of Jammu and Kashmir based on uniform recall period is 5.40 per cent
(2004-05) and 4.20 per cent based on mixed recall period for the same
year.
6 In this regard, Rai et al. (2008) developed a composite integrated livelihood
index for different agro-climatic zones of India. It depicts that most of the
tribal regions in Bihar, Madhya Pradesh, Orissa, North-Eastern States and
J&K fall under the category of low livelihood status. Further, 103 out of
total 127 low agricultural productivity districts also fall under the low
livelihood status region. Among districts of different states, three districts of
J&K; namely, Doda, Kupwara and Jammu, fall under low livelihood status
regions.
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and patterns of livelihood diversification over a period of time in the
state; and, second, to assess the sources of household income, distribution
of land, livestock and other assets among different categories of rural
households.
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The concept of
livelihoods is introduced in Section II. It is followed by an analytical
framework, which is explained in the Section III. Results are discussed
in the Section IV; and, finally, Section V sums up the discussion.
II. Concept of Livelihoods
Livelihoods are the ways in which people satisfy their needs, or
gain a living (Chambers and Conway, 1992). How rural people make a
living and whether their livelihood is secure or vulnerable over time are
issues covered in livelihood literature. Livelihoods turn up from a variety
of sources and activities, which vary over time. They comprise several
different activities for each given household - more often than not even
for each working member, which may change even within a year.
Flexibility of households’ livelihoods determines the type of strategies
that rural households adopt to make it secure and how they respond to
changes. Although some households adopt strategies relying mainly on
few activities, most of them adopt strategies that are complex, diverse
and versatile (Chambers, 1989). The livelihood strategies are the sum of
all different activities that people do in the context of their livelihood,
and are based on the access to and combination of five forms of capital
assets, namely, human capital, natural capital, financial capital, social
capital, and physical capital (Sconner, 1998; Bebbington 1999).
III. Analytical Framework
Why should the households attempt to diversify their livelihood
strategies?  The purpose of diversification is two-fold: first, to increase
household incomes; and second, to minimize risks of livelihood failure.
Diversification reduces the risk of livelihood failure by spreading it
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across more than one income source. It also helps to overcome the uneven
use of assets caused by seasonality. Diversification assists to reduce
vulnerability, to generate financial resources in the absence of credit
markets, and confers a host of other advantages in the presence of
widespread market failures and uncertainties. Broadly, the rationale for
diversification emanates from the opportunities for more employment
and generation of higher incomes through more efficient use of resources
and through exploitation of comparative advantage (World Bank, 1990).
Diversification is a core strategy of contemporary rural livelihood systems
in developing countries (Ellis, 2000). In reality, rural household’s
resource allocation decisions are fundamentally constrained by
conditions of livelihood asset endowments and related socio-political
and institutional factors. Households may choose to adopt various
strategies to secure their livelihood. They may be classified as: the ex
ante risk coping mechanisms adopted by the households like crop
diversification, varietal diversification, income diversification,
livelihood diversification, etc; and, the ex post mechanisms such as
reduction in consumption expenditure, selling of animals, implements
and other assets, increase in use of family labour and distress sale of
assets to cope with losses. Thus, it is worth mentioning that the adoption
of coping mechanism leads to the improvement in the standard of living
of the households.
The present paper did not look into different strategies of
livelihood. It focuses on livelihood diversification7 which is recognized
7 It is defined as the process by which rural families construct more diverse
portfolio of activities and social support capabilities in their struggle for
survival and in order to improve their standard of living (Ellis, 1998). This
argument is based on the premise that livelihood is not just income, but
encompasses social institutions, gender relations, and property rights required
to support and sustain a given standard of living. Livelihood includes
access to, and benefits derived from the social and public services provided
by the state such as education, health services, roads, water supplies, sanitation,
electricity, etc. Thus, livelihood diversification is not synonymous with
income diversification.
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by many as a strategy to overcome risk and uncertainties or to minimize
cost or to accumulate wealth. Diversification of economic activities at
the household level can occur through two processes. Firstly, the
household may diversify its activities by increasing the number of
workers engaged in different economic activities in the household.
Secondly, it may diversify by letting each member to participate in
more than one economic activity. In the micro-context, diversification
of economic activity by an individual worker/household can be analyzed
as: first, an occupational shift from one sector to the other over a period
of time; and second, participation in more than one economic activity
in either sector at a point in time (Unni, 1996).  In the macro-context, the
process of livelihood diversification of the employment structure or
growth of non-agricultural employment can be analyzed as consisting
of two components: first, new entrants to the labour force entering the
non-agricultural sector; and second, a shift of workers from agriculture
to non-agriculture (Unni, 1996). This paper studied the second
component to understand the livelihood diversification at macro-level
in the state. The analysis, in this paper, is restricted to provide macro-
evidence only.
It is in this background that this paper is making a modest attempt
to understand broadly the dynamics of rural livelihood diversification
of the state of Jammu and Kashmir. The issue is approached by looking
into the occupational structure of the workers for rural areas in the state
since 1961 to 2001. Further, this paper sheds some light on the sources
of income, which helps the researchers to understand the new
opportunities that have come up in the era of globalization for state as a
whole. Broadly, the trends in the changes in the value of different assets,
and the changes in the incidence of borrowing as well as indebtedness
have also been observed at different points of time.
This paper has utilized secondary information which is gathered
from different sources. The main secondary sources include: NSSO,
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Employment and Unemployment Situation in India (various rounds),
used for collection of data for different points of time to study the changes
in the occupation of workers across the sectors; different volumes of
Sarvekshna for data from past three decades regarding land holdings,
ownership holdings, operational holdings, sources of irrigation,
livestock and implements, which are assembled in the paper; various
rounds of All-India Debt and Investment Survey, to understand the
changes in assets and cash borrowings of the households, which was
provided by the Reserve Bank of India prior to 1990’s; thereafter, the
same information is given by NSSO and earlier volumes of Sarvekshna.
The results are discussed in the next section.
IV. Results and Discussion
IV.1:  Trends in the Occupation of Workers
This section tries to answer the first question - how far has the
dependency on agriculture for livelihood changed? - by looking into
the occupational structure of workers across different sectors. In
agriculture, labourers are the principal factor of production. The
occupational structure of workers for the state of Jammu and Kashmir is
presented in the Table 1. The figures are arrived at by adding data of
both principal status and subsidiary status (ps+ss).  It is seen that the
total workers engaged in agriculture were around 79.52 per cent of all
total workers in 1983, came down to 76.00 per cent in 1993-94, remained
around 76.00 per cent up to 1999-00, and thereafter fell substantially to
64.00 per cent in 2004-05. Coming to male workers, 71.64 per cent of
the workers were engaged in agriculture in 1983; the figure declined to
61.30 per cent in 1993-94; rose to 66.90 per cent in 1999-00 and then
again fell to 53.80 per cent during 2004-05. However, female workers
declined significantly to 86.60 (2004-05) per cent from 96.06 per cent
(1983). This decline in agriculture sector is accompanied by marginal
increase in employment of workers in rest of the sectors, especially in
the manufacturing and services sectors. The services sector includes
14
trade, hotel and restaurants, transport, public administration and defense,
education, health and social work, other community, social & personal
service activities, private households with employed persons and extra-
territorial organization and bodies. The construction sector was
exceptional since the percentage of workers remained nearly constant,
around 7 per cent from 1983 to 2004-05.
When looked from the gender perspective, the fall in male
agricultural workers was double (18 per cent points) that of female
workers, that is, 9 per cent points in 2004-05 over 1983 (refer Table 1).
Both male and female workers have shifted to manufacturing and services
sectors between 1983 to 2004-05; however, the shift was more
pronounced in case of male workers than in case of female workers.
In short, Table 1 brings to the fore the fact that the structure of
work force has undergone pronounced change. The shift is away from
agriculture mainly to manufacturing and tertiary activities. This is true
for total rural workers as well as for male and female workers when
disaggregated separately. As is clearly evident from the Table 1, the
state has experienced a much more steep fall in the agricultural workers
during the post-reform period (12 per cent points) than in the pre-reform
period (3.52 per cent points). Sharper fall is observed for female
agricultural workers during the post-reform period (9 per cent points)
than during the pre-reform period (0.46 per cent points). But in the case
of male workers, the reverse is true, that is, 7.5 per cent points and 10.3
per cent points, respectively. The figures indicate that the excessive
dependence on agriculture as a source of livelihood has been steadily
melting down and that the worker’s employment base has clearly
witnessed a modest degree of diversification.
IV.2: Distribution of Households by Income Sources
After looking into the occupational structure of the workers, it is
appropriate to see the distribution of households by income sources.
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Table 2 shows the percentage of income from different sources received
by the households. It is evident that more than 60 per cent of the
households received income from different sources in self-employed
category of households in agriculture. The exceptions are those who are
in wage/salaried employment, or who run non-agricultural enterprises
or who derive their income from agriculture as rent.
The distribution of households according to size-class of land
possessed shows that a large majority of the households whose main
source of income is ‘other than cultivation’ belong to the categories
possessing less than one hectare of land (see Table 3). Since, these
households do not possess sufficient land, cultivation does not provide
adequate income for them; they are obliged to depend on wage/ salaried
employment, non-agricultural enterprises and other sources of income
for their livelihood.
The diversified portfolio of household’s income is not clear from
both Table 2 and Table 3. It can be better understood by looking into the
different combination of sources of income8. This is reported for rural
areas in Table 4. The table indicates that a higher proportion of households
whose main source of income is other than agriculture is found in higher
monthly per capita income classes compared to those whose main source
of income are only agriculture. This finding lends credence to the
hypothesis that livelihood in agriculture does not yield sufficient income
to households to move them forward to reach higher classes of monthly
per capita income.
8 It is to be noted that the information with respect to the combination of
different sources of income was not available as per size class of land
possessed. Therefore, we have looked the distribution as per MPCE classes.
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Table 4: Distribution of Rural Households Receiving Income from
Different Combination of Sources by Monthly Per Capita
Expenditure (MPCE) Class for 1999-00 in J&K.
MPCE Class I II III IV
 (Rs.)
225-300 2 (0.2) 16 (1.6) 7 (0.7) 7 (0.7)
300-420 32 (3.2) 166 (16.6) 61 (6.1) 67 (6.7)
420-615 474 (47.4) 334 (33.4) 356 (35.6) 272 (27.2)
615-950 341 (34.1) 336 (33.6) 440 (44.0) 640 (64.0)
 950 & above  151 (15.1)  149 (14.9)  138  (13.8)  15 (1.5)
 All classes  1000 1000 1000 1000
Source: Same as Table 5.
 Note: (i) I= Only Agriculture, II= Both Agriculture and Waged/ Salaried
Employment, III= Agriculture; and IV= Both Wage/ Salary and Non-
Agricultural Enterprise.
 (ii) Figures in brackets are percentages.
Thus far, we have seen the shift of workers away from agriculture
to other sectors mainly in the manufacturing and the tertiary activities.
It is also seen that the households having low MPCE have generated
more income from multiple sources than one source of income. It
indicates that more vulnerable households probably require supplement
sources of income to cope up with risk and uncertainties in their
livelihood. Apart from looking into the sources of income, it is imperative
to look into the distribution of various assets across different categories
of households. Moreover, it would be of interest to see the trends in the
households of those who possessed no land, who neither own nor operate
any land and those who own but not operate any land from the
perspective of livelihood. In this respect, we have made a modest attempt
in the next section.
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IV.3: Changes in Access to important Livelihood Assets
Rural livelihood strategies are shaped by various causes. Apart
from natural causes, others that affect rural household’s decision are:
access and control of physical, human, financial and social capital
(Sconner, 1998; Bebbington, 1999); markets, institutions, and the
political environment (Ellis, 1993). These capital enable the households
to negotiate for their betterment through diversifying their portfolios in
the context of vulnerability. They can be transformed into livelihood
strategies and finally into livelihood outcomes.
The NSSO provides information with respect to the ownership of
different assets; such as land, buildings, livestock, durable assets, etc.
Possession of such assets could help reduce vulnerability of households
and allow them to exploit income-generating opportunities. It would be
of interest to study the relative importance of different items of assets
during 1981 to 2002. The percentage shares of different items in the
total assets have been presented in the Table 5.
Land and building have remained the most important components
of assets owned by households. The percentage of the value of land and
building to the value of total assets varied between 83 and 86 during
1981 to 2002. These two components were quite significant and
dominant in both cultivator and non-cultivator categories.  However,
reduction in the value of land was observed in the case of non-cultivators
which came down to 32.3 per cent (2002) from 44.0 per cent (1981) as
compared to buildings that showed increase in value over the same
period of time. In brief, it shows that since cultivation requires land, it is
natural that the cultivators have a higher proportion of land and
buildings in their total assets compared to those who are non-cultivators.
The average value of the important categories of assets per household
is depicted separately for each occupational category in the rural areas for
the state of Jammu and Kashmir (See Figure 1 and Figure 2)
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The available information regarding various assets provided by
NSSO is not sufficient to capture the changes in all the so-called ‘capital
assets or livelihood assets’ across size-class even at macro-level. This
paper has made an attempt to assess the changes in the distribution of
some of the assets.
(A)  Natural Capital:
Natural capital is most influential in determining the household
livelihood strategies. Here we have examined household access to
two natural capital assets, namely, land and the sources of irrigation.
According to the data provided by the NSS surveys on landholdings,
the incidence of rural landless households is very low in the state in
2002-03 (3.29 per cent), and has fallen from 6.84 per cent in 1981-82
(refer Table 6). This might be, among other reasons, due to the
successful implementation of land reforms initiated during 1971-72
in the state. The agrarian structure of the state has been shifting towards
marginal holdings in the distribution of size of ownership holdings
during the past three decades. This is evident from the trends in land
holdings given in Table 6. From 1971-72 to 2003, the percentage of
households cultivating marginal holdings increased from 58.23 per
cent to 74.23 per cent and the total area owned by them from 27.43 per
cent to 36.30 per cent. But, the percentage of households owning
small-scale holdings decreased from 29.20 per cent to 14.99 per cent
and the total area owned by them also decreased from 39.34 per cent to
25.50 per cent during the same period. Similarly, semi-medium land
holdings also showed a decline in both percentage of households
owning them and the area owned by them. However, medium size land
holdings showed an increasing trend till 1992 after which date they
also showed a decline in terms of both percentage of households and
area owned.
In the case of large holdings there has been an increase in both
percentage of households and area owned by them over the period. The
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decreasing trends in the case of small and semi-medium holdings may
be attributed to the increase in population and the consequent decrease
in their holding size as the land of the households getting divided into
several shares. But the percentage of medium size holdings remains
nearly constant or increasing. The area owned by them and large farmers
registers continuous increase.  It may be because of their higher levels of
income which enable them to acquire more land and counterbalance
any adverse effect caused by division of land among heirs. Also,
households belonging to this category are better educated and have
smaller number of children per household.
The marginal holdings have shown an increasing trend in the past
three decades compared to small, semi-medium, medium and large
operational holdings (see Table 7). For instance, it rose significantly to
70.33 per cent in 2002-03 from 51.08 per cent in 1971-72 and the total
area operated by them from 25.30 per cent to 31.07 per cent over the
same period. Moreover, the percentage of households who do not operate
land increased to 11.77 (1981-82) from 6.64 in 1971-72 and then
declined to 7.39 in 2002-03.
The estimates of the proportion of irrigated operated area and its
distribution by sources are given in Table 8. Judging by their shares in
the total irrigated area, canals were reported as the main source of
irrigation. Besides the canals, ‘others’ too were an equally important
source of irrigation in the state for a major part of the irrigated area
across all the categories. Though there is no substantial change seen
in the sources of irrigation, yet a positive relationship, though not
strong, is observed in case of canal irrigation with land holding size
between 1981-82 and 1991-92 and a negative relationship between
1991-92 and 2002-03. Whereas, no clear relationship is found for
others between size of holding and the other sources of irrigation as is
evident in Table 8.
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It is interesting to know about the changes in the nature of work of
those who do not own any land; it is natural that these households will
be engaged in ancillary and other non-agricultural activities. This is
clearly evident from the Table 9. The point needs to be noted that the
landless agricultural labour in terms of percentages increased
considerably from just 0.21 per cent (1981-82) to 9.69 per cent (2002-
03) as compared to rest of the household categories across holding size
during the similar point of time.
The trends of households which neither own nor operate any land
and those which own land but do not operate are reported in the
Table 10.  It is evident that the percentage of households in both the
categories increased significantly during the past three decades. Those
who own land but do not operate have increased in terms of percentage
which indicates that cultivation is not remunerative for them; so they
require some other sources of income to supplement earnings for their
livelihood. As we have seen earlier, the increasing trend in the case of
landless agricultural labour may be due to the increase in the households
of those who neither own land nor operate which is discernible from the
Table 10.
(B) Physical Capital:
Like natural capital, physical capital too is very influential in
determining the household livelihood strategies. Physical capital
includes - type of house owned, agricultural implements, livestock, etc.
In recent years, more attention is given to promotion of diversified
agricultural growth for income augmentation and employment
generation. Animal husbandry and poultry farming are expected to play
an important role in supplementing the limited income and employment
opportunities in crop-production sub-sector of agriculture, particularly
for the small and marginal holdings. It is in this context that we note that
the state has a precious wealth of livestock in form of cattle-buffalo,
sheep, goats, poultry, etc. The cattle and poultry, amongst all the
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livestock, are considered the most important asset for the development
of the rural economy. The details in this regard are explained below.
In the class size of household operational holdings, there is
variation in the percentage distribution of land operated for farming of
animals. It is evident that majority marginal holdings employ their
operated area under farming of animals in relation to their counterparts
(See Table 11). This might be attributed to the fact that cultivation is not
viable for marginal and small holders who have very limited capital for
investment. As they require some supplementary sources of income to
sustain their livelihood, they have taken up animal rearing. Dairy farming
has spread across all the classes of households compared to other
categories of farming.
Table 10: Changes in the Percentage of Households which neither
Own nor Operate any Land and Households which Own
Land but do not Operate for Jammu and Kashmir: 1981 to
2003 (Per cent).
Household Categories 1971-72 1981-82 1992-93 2002-03
Neither Own nor
Operate any Land 0.39 NA 45.14 38.23
Own Land but do not
Operate 6.07 NA 54.81 61.77
Source: Compiled from NSS 26th Round, Survey Results on Land
Holdings, Sarvekshna Vol 5(3&4), January-April, 1982; NSS
48th Round, Report No. 408, Livestock and Agricultural
Implements in Households Operational Holdings, January-
December, 1992 and NSS 59th Round Report No. 492, Some
Aspects of Operational Land Holdings in India, 2002-03,
Ministry of Statistics & Programme Implementation,
Government of India.
Note: NA= Not available
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Table 11: Percentage Distribution of Land Operated for Farming of
Animals for Each Size   Class of Household Operational
Holding (in Hectares) for Jammu and Kashmir: 2002-03.
Size Class Area     Percentage Share of Area Operated for
 Operated* Dairy Poultry Other All
 Animals
≤ 0.002 50.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 100
0.002 - 0.005 38.91 100.00 0.00 0.00 100
0.005 - 0.040 47.50 85.49 10.54 3.97 100
0.040 - 0.5 1.66 80.31 5.42 14.28 100
0.5 - 1.0 0.82 96.29 2.59 1.12 100
1.0 - 2.0 0.68 91.18 1.52 7.30 100
2.0 - 3.0 0.63 94.37 5.63 0.00 100
3.0 - 4.0 0.20 100.00 0.00 0.00 100
4.0 - 5.0 11.48 100.00 0.00 0.00 100
5.0 - 7.5 0.22 100.00 0.00 0.00 100
7.5 - 10.0 0.08 100.00 0.00 0.00 100
10.0 - 20.0 - - - - -
> 20.0 0.02 100.00 0.00 0.00 100
All sizes 1.04 93.12 2.38 4.50 100
Source: Report No. 493(59/18.1/1) Livestock Ownership Across
Operational Land Holding Classes in India, 2002-03, NSS 59th
Round, Ministry of Statistics & Programme Implementation,
Government of India.
Note: * Indicates the Percentage of Area Operated for Farming of Animals.
Table 12 shows that the total number of cattle owned per 1000
households came down substantially between 1981-82 and 1991-92.
The trend between 1991-92 and 2002-03 is not clear. The category of
marginal households show somewhat stable trend. Both adult male and
female animals show significant declining trend over the same point of
time but young stock show increasing trend. Even the landless
32
households are not exception to this trend.  The number of total cattle
owned by landless households was 975 in 1981-82 and plummeted to
18 in 1991-92. It increased to 210 in 2002-03.
Table 12: Number of Cattle owned per 1000 Households and its
Composition for Different Household Categories for
Jammu and Kashmir: 1981-82 to 2003-04.
Categories Year Adult Adult Young Total
Males  Females  Stock  Cattle
Landless 1981-82 412 321 242 975
(<0.002) 1991-92 0 0 18 18
2002-03 0 210 0 210
Marginal 1981-82 716 919 544 2179
 (0.002-1.00) 1991-92 683 867 768 2319
2002-03 444 753 685 1882
Small 1981-82 1430 1440 840 3710
(1.01- 2.00) 1991-92 1410 1150 870 3430
2002-03 891 1054 822 2767
Semi-Medium 1981-82 1871 1912 1263 5046
(2.01-4.00) 1991-92 1400 1060 890 3350
2002-03 1219 1134 1129 3482
Medium 1981-82 2027 2254 1529 5811
(4.01-10.00) 1991-92 1160 990 650 2800
2002-03 1625 903 1603 4130
Large 1981-82 2000 3010 2000 7010
(10.01 & Above) 1991-92 0 0 0 0
2002-03 0 1000 1000 2000
All Classes 1981-82 970 1080 660 2710
1991-92 900 880 730 2510
2002-03 554 765 703 2022
Source: Compiled from NSS 37th Round, Sarvekshna Vol 13(3), January-
March, 1990; NSS 48th Round, Report No. 408, Land and
Livestock Holding Survey; NSS 59 th Round, Report No. 493,
Livestock Ownership Across Operational Land Holding Classes
in India, 2002-03.
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However, a mixed trend is found for buffaloes owned per 1000
households. It increased till 1991-92 and subsequently plunged in 2003
for most of the categories across different size class (Refer Table 13).
Table 13: Number of Buffaloes owned per 1000 Households and its
Composition for different Household Categories for Jammu
and Kashmir: 1981-82 to 2003-04.
Categories Year Adult Adult Young Total
Males  Females  Stock  Buffalo
Landless 1981-82 10 155 41 205
(<0.002) 1991-92 0 222 206 427
2002-03 0 0 210 210
Marginal 1981-82 43 226 85 355
 (0.002-1.00) 1991-92 67 534 244 845
2002-03 40 301 131 472
Small 1981-82 90 470 230 790
(1.01- 2.00) 1991-92 220 810 470 1500
2002-03 37 758 238 1033
Semi-Medium 1981-82 173 976 441 1590
(2.01-4.00) 1991-92 130 1330 740 2200
2002-03 136 990 370 1496
Medium 1981-82 354 1857 581 2792
(4.01-10.00) 1991-92 40 1530 450 2020
2002-03 23 1499 563 2085
Large 1981-82 0 11010 5000 16010
(10.01 & Above) 1991-92 0 0 0 0
2002-03 0 0 0 0
All Classes 1981-82 70 380 160 610
1991-92 110 700 360 1160
2002-03 42 402 152 596
Source: Same as Table 11.
The decline in the number of cattle as well as in buffaloes pulled
down the number of ploughs as well for semi-medium and medium
holders in relation to their counterparts since 1981-82 and is clearly
seen in the Table 14. However, increase has been observed in the case of
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small and marginal holders after 1991-92, which is more discernible for
marginal holders.
Among all the classes there is increase in productive assets, even
when ploughs are excluded. The trend gets sharper since 1991-92 which
indicates mechanization of agriculture in the state despite its undulating
topography.
Table 14: Average Number of Productive Assets Possessed per 1000
Farmer Households by Size Class of Land Possessed for
Jammu and Kashmir: 1981-82 to 2002-03.
Categories Year  Plough  Tractor  Thresher  Cane  Pump
Crusher
Landless 1981-82 0 0 0 0 4
 (<0.002) 1991-92 0 0 0 0 0
2002-03 0 0 0 0 0
Marginal 1981-82 868 0 0 0 0
(0.002-1.00) 1991-92 687 0 4 0 0
2002-03 1041 15 401 67 78
Small 1981-82 1518 0 1 0 0
(1.01- 2.00) 1991-92 1285 2 26 5 3
2002-03 1337 68 177 19 163
Semi-Medium 1981-82 1687 17 0 0 1
(2.01-4.00) 1991-92 1705 7 24 5 25
2002-03 1432 41 67 0 144
Medium 1981-82 2257 0 19 41 19
(4.01-10.00) 1991-92 1825 60 79 0 57
2002-03 610 208 149 0 371
Large 1981-82 3001 0 0 40 18
1991-92 0 0 0 0 0
2002-03 0 0 0 0 0
All Classes 1981-82 1045 2 1 1 1
1991-92 937 3 13 2 5
2002-03 1033 28 346 43 91
Source: Compiled from NSS 37th Round, Sarvekshna Vol 13(3), January-March,
1990; NSS 48th Round, Report No. 408, Land and Livestock Holding
Survey; NSS 59 th Round, Report No. 497, Income, Expenditure and
Productive Assets of Farmer Household, 2002-03.
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(C) Financial Capital
After examining the ownership of natural and physical capitals, it
is imperative to assess the ownership of financial capital which consists
of savings, credit and investments (assets and liabilities). The information
with respect to households reporting cash borrowings is reported in the
Table 15. The table displays the incidence of borrowing, that is,
percentage of households reporting cash loans, by occupational
categories from 1981 to 2003 for the state of Jammu and Kashmir. Very
little change in the levels of incidence of borrowings for all the
households is noticed between 1981-82 and 1991-92, which remained
around 8 per cent over the period and then declined to 2.60 per cent in
2002-03. Similar trend has been observed in case of cultivators and
non-cultivators. However, throughout the 80s and 90s, incidence of
borrowings for cultivator households was distinctly higher than that of
non-cultivator households.
The dynamics of credit agencies for imparting cash loans to the
households in the last two decades is interesting. 3.15 per cent of
households borrowed cash from traders in 1981-82 and the figure came
down to 0.50 per cent in1991-92. Whereas the highest proportion of all
households borrowed cash from relatives and friends during 1991-92 (5
per cent), thereafter the figure substantially declined to 1.40 per cent.
Still it remained the dominant agency in 2002-03 amongst all the credit
agencies. This characterization is true for cultivators also. Relatives and
friends remained the dominant lending agency amongst all the credit
agencies in case of non-cultivators also in the last two decades (see
Table 15).
It is seen from Table 16 that throughout 80s and 90s, the maximum
amount of institutional borrowings of rural households was from
commercial banks, whereas in 2002-03 it was from government
departments. Among non-institutional credit agencies, the households
borrowed highest amount from traders in 1981-82. Relatives and friends
36
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became the leading non-institutional credit agency for all households
from 1991-92 to 2002-03.  It is to be highlighted that both cultivators
and non-cultivators borrowed mainly from institutional credit agencies
barring the year 1991-92. It is on account of less availability of credit
from institutional agencies. The decline is observed more in the case of
non-cultivators (see Table 16). This might be the because of disturbances
in the state due to insurgency which started in the late 1990s.
The incidence of indebtedness9 is also explored for different
occupational categories during 1991 and 2002, which is depicted in
Figure 3. The percentage of indebted households came down drastically
in the case of Jammu and Kashmir in relation to corresponding all India
figures for both cultivator and non-cultivator categories.
The incidence of indebtedness explains only the proportion of
households indebted during the time of survey, but it does not explain
the extent (average amount of debt per household) of indebtedness of
the households. Therefore one needs to study the extent of indebtedness
to understand the density of indebtedness across different categories.
The density of indebtedness i.e., the average debt per household, around
Rs. 1100 in the Jammu and Kashmir state, is much below the
corresponding figure for all India (See Figure 4). The graphs indicate
low indebtedness across different occupational categories among
households in the state.
The amount of outstanding debt is found to be low in Jammu and
Kashmir. One important question is the relationship of outstanding debt
for households to their assets on any given date. The changes in ‘debt-
asset’ ratio of the households might provide the answer to this query. It
is so because this ratio reflects the burden of debt on any particular
group of households on a given date and is shown in Table 17.
9 It is to be noted that the information with regard to the incidence of
indebtedness is limited to different occupational categories and is not
available by class-size of land possessed.
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Table 17:  Debt-Asset Ratio of Rural Households by Occupational
Category in 1971, 1981, 1991 and 2002 for Jammu and
Kashmir and All India.
Occupational Cultivator Non-Cultivator All
Categories
Jammu & Jammu & Jammu &
Kashmir India Kashmir India  Kashmir India
1971 2.33 4.16 3.18 8.42 2.35 4.43
1981 0.44 1.80 0.28 2.28 0.43 1.83
1991 0.66 1.61 0.90 3.01 0.68 1.78
2002 0.18 2.49 0.15 4.65 0.18 2.84
Source: Report No. 419, Debt and Investment Survey (NSS 48th Round);
Report No. 500 (59/18.2/1), Households Assets and Liabilities
in India (NSS 59th Round).
It is seen that the ‘debt-asset’ ratio of the rural households was low
in 2002 compared to 1971 in both the categories for the state. However,
in the case of all India the ratio fell continuously till 1991, but has
cultivator
Kashmir
Non-cultivator
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increased since then. The burden of debt was lower for households
belonging to cultivator against non-cultivator households both in the state
as well as in All India situation. This finding is consistent with what we found
earlier in the case of value of assets, that they accrued more to the cultivators
than to non-cultivators. This may partly be the reason for the low debt
among cultivator households in the state. The important issue here is:
why the extent of indebtedness in the state of Jammu and Kashmir is
lower than in All India?  One possible explanation may be the non-
availability of adequate credit in the state. It is seen from the study by
Narayanamoorthy and Kalamkar (2005) that the agricultural credit
availability per hectare of net sown area is very low in the state, that is, Rs.
438 as compared to the national average of Rs. 5340. Moreover, the study
found positive and significant relationship between the availability of
credit per hectare of net sown area and the extent of indebtedness.
The information provided, by NSS 59th round, in the Table 18
suggests that small and marginal farmers are heavily dependent on the
institutional credit as compared to medium farmer households who took
loan from relatives and friends.  The point to be underlined here is that
those who do not have access to land are not getting loan from any of
the specified institutional sources. Therefore, it would be more useful to
examine how these households sustain their livelihood while coping
up with the lack of access to credit.
A shift has been observed away from agricultural activities in the
state. Yet, on the whole, the dependency of workers on this sector for
their livelihood is still dominant in the past two decades. Here, it is
necessary to find an answer to the following question- why the
dependency of workers is more on agricultural sector?  To find an answer
to this question, we tried to look into the educational level of the workers,
across different industrial categories. Literacy levels available within
the households fall under the category of human capital which is also
one of the important livelihood assets. The data regarding literacy level
given here is limited to occupational categories.
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 Table 19: Sex-Wise Distribution of Workers as Per Education Status
in 2001 for  Jammu and Kashmir (Per cent).
Categories Sex Educational Status
Total Illiterate Literate
I Persons 49.26 61.66 36.59
Male 48.97 64.24 36.13
Female 50.75 53.52 42.09
II Persons 4.95 6.34 3.54
Male 5.33 7.37 3.62
Female 2.98 3.09 2.64
III Persons 5.45 8.65 2.18
Male 3.40 5.31 1.80
Female 16.13 19.18 6.59
IV Persons 5.49 7.79 3.13
Male 4.57 6.60 2.86
Female 10.27 11.52 6.37
V Persons 2.95 2.64 3.26
Male 3.20 3.00 3.37
Female 1.63 1.52 1.98
VI Persons 3.05 2.74 3.37
Male 3.52 3.43 3.60
Female 0.61 0.58 0.72
VII Persons 4.04 2.26 5.85
Male 4.61 2.68 6.24
Female 1.04 0.94 1.33
VIII Persons 1.81 0.73 2.91
Male 2.12 0.92 3.12
Female 0.20 0.12 0.45
IX Persons 23.01 7.19 39.16
Male 24.28 6.44 39.27
Female 16.38 9.53 37.82
Total Persons 100 (1881111) 100 (950328) 100 (930783)
Workers Male 100 (1578629) 100 (721024) 100 (857605)
Female 100 (302482) 100 (229304) 100 73178)
Source: Census of India, 2001 (Electronic Data).
Note:  (i) I= As Cultivator; II= As Agricultural Labourer; III= In Mining,
Quarrying, Livestock, Forestry, Fishing, Hunting & Plantations, Orchards
& Allied Activities; IV= At Household Industry; V= In Manufacturing Other
Than Household Industry; VI= In Construction; VII= In Trade & Commerce;
VIII= In Transport, Storage and Communications and IX= In Other Services.
(ii)  Absolute Figures are in brackets.
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(D) Human Capital:
The sex-wise percentages of different categories of workers to
total main workers, as per education status, are presented in Table 19.
Majority of total illiterate workers are engaged in cultivation (category
I) as is evident in Table 19. It is interesting to note that the females
engaged in cultivation are less illiterate than males, that is, 53.53 per
cent and 64.24 per cent, respectively. Correspondingly the percentage
of literate males (36.13) is less than females (42.09) dependent on
cultivation amongst total literate workers.  Further, more literate workers
are engaged in other services (category IX) irrespective of sex. It is also
noticed that in categories such as; mining, quarrying, livestock, forestry,
fishing, hunting & plantations, orchards & allied activities; household
industry and other services females are found to be more illiterate in
relation to other categories and their counterparts (See Table 19).
After category I – cultivators, the percentage of literate male
workers were more in category IX - other services sector.  Total male
literate workers remained under 7 per cent in other sectors. These findings
indicate the importance of education, which enables the workers,
regardless of sex, to avail the opportunities arising in the non-agricultural
sector.  As a result, the workers with low education level were forced to
remain in the agricultural sector. This, among others, is reinforced by
militancy, limited scope in secondary & tourism sectors and lack of
other avenues for employment.
V. Summing Up
The foregoing discussion brings out some interesting patterns,
which are summarized in this section. The main points are as follows:
Firstly, in the occupational structure of the workers, there is a shift
away from agricultural sector to other sectors. Interestingly, those
households which have low MPCE (monthly per capita expenditure)
have diversified their sources of income to multiple avenues than one
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source of income. This is not an unexpected result; because the
marginalized households are bound to spread the risk and uncertainty
for their survival by availing every opportunity without waiting for
specific well paid tasks.
Secondly, cultivation still remains the dominant livelihood
strategy among workers in the state notwithstanding the shift especially
to manufacturing and tertiary activities over the period. This may partly
be attributed to high percentages of rural illiterate workers among those
engaged in the cultivation and partly to fewer opportunities in other
sectors due to insurgency in the state. This issue needs to be looked into
in more detail across households to see what role literacy has played
among workers to attain various kind of skills to avail the opportunities
in other non-agricultural sectors.
Thirdly, the relative position of land, building or any other item
of assets in the total value of assets did not change considerably between
1981 and 2002. Amongst various assets, the land and building have
remained the most important components of assets owned by the (both
cultivators and non-cultivators) households. Moreover, all categories
of households by and large possessed varying number of cattle and
buffalo to supplement their income to withstand risk and uncertainty. In
other words, the accumulation of assets is helpful to reduce the
vulnerability of households and allow them to exploit income-generating
activities. It makes them capable of diversification from cultivation to
other activities.
Fourthly, the different reports of NSSO pointed out that the
agrarian structure of the state has been shifting towards marginal farms
with respect to both ownership and operational holdings during the
past three decades. The incidence of landless households is very low in
the state as against the all-India situation. In addition, households which
do not operate as well as those which neither own nor operate any land
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have fallen substantially over the same period of time. These data direct
to the tentative conclusion that these are vulnerable households and
that their livelihood is more at risk than that of better-off categories of
households. Since they are indebted, they are less capable to cope up
with risk by diversifying their livelihood activities. This is corroborated
by the increase in landless agricultural labour. Further, it also came out
during the discussions that those who own land but do not operate are
increasing in terms of percentage. This indicates that cultivation is not
remunerative for them; they require some other sources of income to
supplement their earning for their livelihood. Therefore, an attempt has
been made to examine the livelihood portfolios and level of incomes of
these types of households in comparison with well-off households using
survey data.
The state also has maintained the value of assets for both
cultivators and non-cultivators, the two occupational categories. The
value of assets is found more in case of cultivators as against non-
cultivators. Further, the number of households belonging to the
categories of landless labourers, marginal or smallholdings has only
low levels of indebtedness. This is attributed to the lack of availability
of credit for most households in the state. Against this background, it
would be more useful to see how these households sustain their
livelihood despite coping up with the lack of access to credit.
Finally, the percentage distribution of land operated for farming
of animals, as per class size of household operational holding, suggests
that dairy farming retained its importance across all the classes.  However,
the distribution is skewed towards marginal and small holdings.  The
total number of cattle owned per 1000 households substantially came
down since 1981-82 to 1991-92 but increased slightly by 2002-03.
Reverse is true in the case of number of buffaloes per 1000 for all the
size classes during the same period.
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In short, these trends indicate that a rapid process of marginal
farming in agriculture is taking place. Consequently, those marginal
holdings may not be viable to sustain the livelihoods of those depending
on them for their livelihood. In this context, one can expect more shift
of the population towards the ancillary activities. Therefore, an effort is
made to understand the livelihood strategies adapted by them to sustain
their livelihood.
A shift in occupational pattern from the primary sector to the
secondary & tertiary sectors or a shift in the origination of income from
agriculture to industry & the tertiary sector is considered to be a natural
process of economic development. Thus, diversification is undertaken
to move to a better state than the existing one. In fact, each household
has its own strategy of decision-making on the allocation of resources
among different income-generation activities. Sometimes, a member
also finds multiple sources of income during a particular time or at
different times of the year.
In addition, a large number of studies, mentioned in the
introductory part, argued that livelihood strategies differ across the
households. The rationale behind this is that the poor households do
not have other options, other than diversification - by taking up whatever
opportunities available for their survival as compared to their
counterparts, which diversify as per expected pay-offs in other activities.
In other words, poor households diversify for their survival and rich
households diversify for accumulation of wealth (Marschke and Berkes,
2006).  Information is not available to clarify this aspect at the micro
level, which limits us to understand diversification process at macro-
level. There is immense scope to fill this gap and to establish a link
between macro and micro policies on the subject.  This subject has
gained importance recently. One moot point came out from the discussion
is that low education level of the workers coupled with insurgency has
imposed constraints over their entry into other sectors. Therefore, that
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forced the workers to remain in the agricultural sector which is a serious
cause of concern. This has happened despite the state having immense
potential to diversify due to its richness in variety, conducive
environment for cultivation of multiplicity of crops, etc.
Moreover, lack of information across households by size-
categories did not allow us to see the correlation among various assets
and livelihood outcomes, as varying possession of assets among
households are responsible for differences in the livelihood outcomes
(say for example, monthly per capita income/expenditure, literacy rate,
etc.). The available micro-level evidence suggests that there is significant
correlation between all types of assets; that it is the highest between
land and investment, and land and education. It is obvious that those
with larger landholdings have better access to finance and education.
Naturally their consumption expenditure, which is considered one of
the main livelihood outcomes, is also on the higher side (Nair et al.,
2007). Also, it is important to explore the characteristics of households
engaged in different types of diversification because we are unable to
determine whether the assets identified are necessary for a particular
diversification strategy. This would require much more quantitative
data as well as more in-depth qualitative analysis. Different combinations
of assets may be the reason why some households diversify and others
do not; again, it is something that is difficult to conclude definitively
from the present analysis. Not knowing whether households chose a
particular diversification strategy because of distress, growth or distress
mitigation further limits the interpretation.
However, by looking at the data and complementary secondary
sources, we are able to get a good idea of the possible reasons for
diversification and are able to form some tentative hypotheses. In the
state of Jammu and Kashmir, a majority of people depend on agriculture
for their survival. Given the inability of this sector to impart secure
livelihoods, it would be of interest to study the livelihoods of the
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households and to understand their survival strategies at ground level.
In this vein, some of the possible research questions are raised below. A
few of them one could be taken up for investigation at micro-level.
• What are household’s current livelihood activities? From where
do they derive income/food? What strategies are employed in
meeting basic household needs? What are the coping mechanisms
used by different households in response to different shocks?
How diversification impacts on livelihood security? Under what
circumstances does diversification lead to a decrease in inequality
and poverty?
• What critical external factors (markets, policies, institutions) shape
livelihoods? Which internal factors play a vital role in shaping
the outcome of people’s livelihoods? What are the characteristics
of households that diversify? Have small, resource-poor
households diversified more or less than their larger, resource-
rich counterparts?
• In what ways is diversification a response to the sources of
uncertainty that people face? Has diversification allowed small
and marginal farmers to cope better with the shocks/vulnerability
or has it exaggerated problems?
• Is diversification a strategic approach to an expanded opportunity
(i.e. ‘thriving’) set, or a constrained response to a diminished set
of opportunities (i.e. coping)? Has diversification offered the
freedom and choice to move out of entrenched and dependent
caste, class or gender based activities?
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